
*  Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR.
R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:*

Gary Reed Walp, Texas prisoner #314299, has filed an

application for leave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on

appeal, following the district court’s dismissal of his 42 U.S.C.

§ 1983 complaint for failure to state a claim upon which relief
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could be granted.  28 U.S.C. § 1915A(b)(1).  By moving for IFP,

Walp is challenging the district court’s certification that IFP-

status should not be granted on appeal because his appeal is not

taken in good faith.  See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th

Cir. 1997). 

Walp contends that a change in the Texas parole procedures

that imposes “parole supervision fees” on prisoners released on

parole amounts to a violation of the ex post facto clause because

it was enacted subsequent to his underlying conviction.  Because

parole in Texas is not part of a defendant’s punishment, the

change in the parole procedures subsequent to Walp’s conviction

that imposed the parole supervision fees was not a violation of

the ex post facto clause because Walp’s punishment was not made

more burdensome by the change.  See Collins v. Youngblood, 497

U.S. 37, 42 (1990).

Accordingly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying

that the appeal is not taken in good faith and denying Walp IFP-

status on appeal, and we DISMISS Walp’s appeal as meritless.  See

Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5th Cir. R. 42.2.

APPEAL DISMISSED.


